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LONDON, SEPTEMBER 13, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue wist oF business in the Vacation Court on Wednesday 
consisted of forty-five matters in addition to ex parte motions. 
Of the former three were petitions, six were motions of which 
notice had been given for the 20th of A fifteen for the 3rd 
inst., and the remainder for Wednesday. six, however, of the 
matters entered in the list were dealt with, the sixth, Bellamy vy. 
Wells, a motion to restrain noisy entertainments at the Pelican 
Club, being unfinished ; and the rest, with the exception of 
such as were withdrawn, stood over till Friday. 





THE pxEctston oF the House of Lords in Vickers v. Siddell is not 
yet officially reported ; but it appears to have settled the follow- 
ing important point in the law of patent claims. Failure on the 
part of a patentee to conclude his specification with “a distinct 
statement of the invention claimed,” as section 5, sub-section 5, 
of the Act of 1883 requires, is not fatal to the patent, and is not 
a ground of defence to an action of infringement, unless the 
specification and the ¢laims, taken together, are so indistinct that 

e “ordinary workman ”’ test is inapplicable. Vickers v. Siddell 
is almost as noteworthy for the points it unsettles, or leaves un- 
decided, as for those on which it is conclusive. We propose to 
ee ere full report of dhe cm is 

ore us. 


CrrcuLaR LETTERS have been issued by the Local Government 
Board — certain exceptions, the 30th day of November 
next as the latest date when — for provisional orders 
under the Public Health Act, 1875, must be made if it is wished 
that the order should be confirmed during the session of 1891. 
The necessity for this course is, it is said, the more urgent as 
the board have received an intimation from the chairman of the 
Committee of Ways and Means in the House of Commons that 
it is his intention to move, early in the next session, a sessional 





order providing that no Bill to confirm provisional orders 
originating in the House of Commons shall be read a first time 
after the Whitsuntide recess. The day so fixed is to extend alse 


to applications for provisional orders under Part I. of the 
ss of the Working Classes Act, 1890. This deals with 
unhealthy areas elsewhere than in rural sanitary districts, and 
provides for the making of an improvement scheme by the local 
authority, for its confirmation by provisional order, and for its 
execution. The provisional order is to be obtained, under 
section 8, on the petition of the local authority, if the scheme 
relates to any part of the county or city of London, to a Secre- 
tary of State, and, if it relates to any other place, to 
the Local Government Board, and a series of instructions 
on the subject accompany the circular letters. Attention is also 


called to the provision of section 7 with regard to the publication 
of advertisements. These are to be published during threb 
consecutive weeks in the month of ber, October, or 


November, and during the following month the n 
notices are to be served on owners, &c., of land which it is 


proposed to take compulsorily. The Board state that they are 
advised that this requires, as in the case of the similar provisions 
of section 176 of the Public Health Act, 1875 that the three 


weeks in which the publication takes should all be 
included in the same month, whichever of above mentioned 
is selected for the purpose, while the notices to the owners, 
levees end eathpian a Che ladle aiish t teyuaptent © 
pte meee ee ee ae ediately 





set that ani lates cpsamnciasens. acceaner ; 
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A VALUED CORRESPONDENT has called our attention to a signifi- 
cant variation between the words of section 5 of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1890, relating to costs, and those of 
R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 65, r, 1, By the rule it is provided that, 
‘subject to the provisions of the (Judicature) Acts and these 
rules, the costs of and incident to all proceedings in the Supreme 
Court, including the administration of estates and trusts, shall 
be in the discretion of the court or judge,” and there are the 
well-known savings of the special rights of trustees and 
mortgagees, and the exception in the case of trials with a jury. 

“The effect of this, or rather of the earlier and similar rule, 
R. 8. C.,, 1875, ord. 55, r. 1, was considered by the House of 
Lords in Garnett v. Bradley (3 App. Cas. 944), with the result 
that it was held to repeal all earlier enactments as to costs, 
except possibly those by which double and treble costs were 
im by way of damage or penalty, It must be noticed that 
the rules of 1875 were contained in a schedule to, and so were 
made part of, the Judicature Act of 1875 (wer Lord HatHEer.ey 
in Garnett v. Bradley), and that, by section 33 (2) of the same 
Act, all enactments were repealed which were inconsistent with 
it or with the Act of 1873. The particular question in Garnett 
v. Bradley was, whether ord. 55, r. 1, coupled with this section, 
repealed the statute 21 Jas, I. c. 16, s. 6, which provides that when 
a plaintiff in an‘action of slander shall not recover more than 
40s, damages, he shall not have more costs than damages, and it 
was held that it had this effect. The general object of the 
Judicature Acts was to assimilate the powers of the common 
law judges to those of the equity judges, and, amongst other 
changes, costs, instead of necessarily following the event, as had 
been previously the case at common law, were placed in the dis- 
cretion of all judges alike, It was, therefore, unnecessary to pre- 
serve the special provisions which allowed on the common law side 
a departure in certain cases from the old hard and fast rule, and 
hence the general repeal of inconsistent statutes contained in 
section 33 (2) of the Act of 1875, The only exception was con- 
tained in section 67 of the Act of 1873, which continued the 
effect of section 5 of the County Courts Act, 1867, as to actions 
in the High Court in which relief was sought which could have 
been given in a county court. The decision of the House of 
Lords in Garnett y. Bradley had been anticipated by the Common 
Pleas Division in Parsons v. Tinling (2 ©. P. D. 119), and its 
effect was significantly shewn in Tenant v. Ellis (6 Q. B. D. 46), 
where it was held that the rule as to costs contained in the 
County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, must be taken 
to be repealed because not expressly preserved, 





ALL THIS DEPENDS, of course, on the fact that R. 8. C., 1875, 
ord, 55, r. 1—replaced, as we have said, by R. 8S. C., 1883, 
ord, 65, r. 1—was made subject only to the provisions of the 
Judicature Acts and the rules thereunder. Section 5 of the 
Judicature Act of last session, however, runs as follows :— 
“Subject to the Supreme Court of Judicature Acts, and the rules 
of court made thereunder, and to the express provisions of any 
statute, whether passed before or, after the commencement of this Act, 
the costs of and incident to all proceedings in the Supreme 
Court, including the administration of estates and trusts, shall 
be in the discretion of the court or judge.” There is nothing 
in this to indicate that it is to be limited to proceedings taken 
under the Act, and it appears as general as ord, 65, r. 1, itself, 
with which apparently it is to be read. What, then, is the effect 
of the words in italics? Had they been contained in the rule 
they would, of course, have avoided the question that arose in 
Garnett v. Bradley, and the provision of 21 Jas. 1, c. 16, would 
- have been preserved. As it is, however, that statute, so far as 
it relates to costs in actions of slander, has been already 
repealed—indeed it has now been expressly taken off the 
Statute Book by 42 & 43 Vict. c. 59 and 46 & 47 Vict. c. 
49—and the present enactment cannot of course restore it. So 
with any other enactments prior to 1883, such as that which 
came in question in Zenant v. Ellis, But as to any statutes 
subsequent to 1883, the effect appears to be different, and 
the present enactment, instead of repealing them, like that of 
1875, is expressly made subject to them. Thus section 116 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, clearly remains in force, 


been doubtful. The general result seems to be that special 
statutes as to costs, which the extension of the powers of the 
common law judges by the Judicature Acts rendered unnecgg, 
sary, have been, and remain, repealed, and also at least one, the 
County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, which should 
have been preserved, But section 5 of the Judicature Act, 
1890, will prevent interference with the provisions of any later 
statute as to costs, and in particular with the provisions of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, 





‘‘ For THE CONVENIENCE Of: mankind in carrying on the affairs 
of life, people as they go along roads must expect, or put up 
with, such mischief as reasonable care on the part of others 
cannot avoid.” So, with regard to human beings, said Bray. 
WELL, B., in Holmes v. Mather (L. R. 10 Ex., at p. 267), but it 
seems that lamp-posts, even although they take up a permanent 
position inconveniently near to the edge of the pavement, thereby 
almost inviting damage from passing vehicles, are viewed more 
kindly by the law. The Metropolis Local Management Act (18 
& 19 Vict. c. 120), after providing by section 206 against wilful 
damage to street lamps, introduces in section 207 the following 
comprehensive enactment :—‘‘In case any person carelessly or 
accidentally break, throw down, or damage any such lamp . , , 
he shall pay the amount of damage done.” In a recent case 
before Mr, Bususy, at the Worship-street Police Court, a lamp 
had been broken by an omnibus which had been driven close to 
the pavement in order to avoid a tramcar, one of the hind wheels 
being thereby thrown into the gutter. There was clearly no 
negligence on the part of the driver, while the local authority, 
from the previous occurrence of similar accidents, had had 
notice that the lamp was set too near the edge. Nevertheless 
the magistrate thought that the words of the statute were too 
plain to be avoided, and he held the driver responsible. That 
the words are strong there is no doubt, but they impose, in 
favour of the local authority, a very unusual burden on the 
public, and it would not be an unnatural reading of them to 
require that the local authority shall have first taken all proper 
precautions to avoid the occurrence of accidents. In other 
words, the accident must be solely the result of the acts of the 
defendants. In matters of this kind it is probably the wiser 
course to let questions of damage be settled by the ordinary 
rules of law, and not leave them to the interpretation of words 
which have been ‘carelessly or accidentally” introduced into a 
long statute of some two hundred and fifty sections, 


REPUDIATION OF SHARES. 


Tue recent decision of Kay, J., in Re Lennox Publishing Co, 
(Limited), Ex parte Storey (89 L. T. 116) illustrates the well- 
established rule that a shareholder, who has been induced 
to take shares in a company by fraud, cannot in general 
institute proceedings for the removal of his name from the 
register after a winding up has commenced. At one time 
there was a tendency to Lose this on the ground of estoppel: 
Henderson v. Royal British Bank (7 E. & B, 356); but in Oakes 
v. Zurquand (2 H. L. 325) that doctrine was confined to cases 
prior to the Companies Act, 1862, while the law as to subse- 
quent cases was based directly upon the words of that Act. By 
section 38 the liability to contribute to the assets of a company 
in the event of a winding up is imposed upon members of the 
company, and by section 23 every person is to be deemed a 
member who has agreed to become such and whose name is 
entered on the register. Hence it was considered that the only 
facts which it was necessary to prove in qpder to establish 
liability were an agreement to take shares and registration as a 
member, and if there had been an agreement, it did not the less 
exist because it had been induced by fraud. As was said by 
Crompton, J., in Clarke vy, Dickson (EK. B, & BE. 148): ‘A contract 
induced by fraud is not void, but voidable at the option of the 
party defrauded,” Thus a member whose name was still on 
the register, in pursuance of an agreement, although a voidable 
one, exactly answered, said Lord CuEetmsrorD, C., the description 
of a contributory contained in the Act. 





although, but for the words under consideration, this might have 


But the doctrine hat the liability of the shareholder is based 
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on estoppel, and also the inclination thus shewn in Oakes v. 

Turquand to construe the words of the statute strictly against 

him, have both given way to the more general principle applic- 
able to the avoidance of all contracts indneed by fraud—viz., 
that proceedings for this purpose can only be taken so ‘long as 
the rights of third parties have not been affected. Thus, in Stone 
y. City and County Bank (3 0. P. D. 282) Bramwett, L.J., doubting 
the applicability of the principle of estoppel, placed the limitation 
of the right of a shareholder to fs his shares upon this 
und :—‘‘I think it clear, upon the authorities, that, when- 
ever the rights of other persons intervene, a contract to take 
shares, though induced by fraud, cannot be rescinded.” The 
same doctrine was expressed slightly differently by Lord Camp- 
pet, O., in Mixer’s case (4 De G. & J. 575), and in Western Bank 
of Scotland v. Addie (1 H. L. Se. 145) it was characterized as 
iving the true reason why, although the purchase of shares had 
oa induced by the fraud of the company, the person defrauded 
might yet be unable to resist his lability to contribute as a 
shareholder. 

If this, then, is the correct principle to be applied to the cases 
in question, it follows that the liability of the shareholder is not 
established, as intimated in Oakes v. Turquand, by the mere fact 
of his name being on the register at the time of winding up, but 
depends upon the two questions, whether the position of third 
parties has been altered, and, if so, whether, before the happen- 
ing of this event, he has already taken the proper step for 
avoiding his contract. As to the circumstances which con- 
stitute an alteration of the rights of other parties, so as to con- 
elude a shareholder’s right of rescission, these, of course, do not 
arise only where there is an actual winding up under the order of 
the court. It was established, as we have seen, in Oakes v. 
Turquand that a winding up necessarily has such an effect, and 
this result holds good, whether it be based, as Lord CuEtMsrorp 
there based it, on the literal construction of the words of the 
Companies Act, 1862, or on the ground that the rights of 
innocent third parties have intervened. 

But, in considering whether anything short of a winding up 
will suffice, it is necessary to decide which principle is to be 
adopted. It would seem to follow from Oakes v. Turquand that, 
until the winding up, the shareholder’s position would remain 
unaffected, but it was not an actual decision to that effect, and 
any such inference was repudiated by Earl Carrns in Zennent v. 
City of Glasgow Bank (27 W. R. 649, 4 App. Cas. 615). It would 
have been directly contrary, indeed, to the decision at which he 
arrived, and which was founded on the new principle that the 
sole matter for consideration is the effect upon the rights of 
third parties. The claim there was to repudiate shares in a 
company which had become insolvent and had stopped payment, 
although no winding up had actually commenced. To this Earl 
Carrns objected that, while the company was a going concern, 
shareholders might transfer their shares as they chose, and, in 
the same way, might, where this was possible, repudiate them 
and throw them back on the company. But upon an insolvency 
the aspect of affairs changed. ‘The assumption of new lia- 
bilities under such circumstances is an affair, not of the company, 
but of its creditors. The repudiation of shares which, while the 
company was solvent, would not or need not have inflicted any 
injury upon creditors, must now of necessity inflict a serious 
injury upon creditors.” It would, however, hardly be safe to 
infer from this that the mere fact of insolvency would conclude 
the shareholder’s right of rescission. As a matter of fact notices 
had been issued for meetings of the shareholders to pass wind- 
ing-up resolutions, and it was held that the insolvency dated 
from such notices. This was upon the ground that the hands of 
creditors were thereby stayed, and they were prevented from 
proceeding to a compulsory winding up. The actual time, 
therefore, when the rights of third parties may be said to become 
affected is left indefinite, and must be decided according to the 
circumstances of each case. 

It remains to consider what steps must have been taken by a 
shareholder to avoid his contract in order that, even after the 
rights of third parties have been affected, he may still be 
entitled to have his name removed from the register. As we 
have seen, it would seem to follow from the remarks of Lord 
Cuetmsrorp in Oakes v. Turquand (supra) that if, at the time of 
winding up, a name is actually on the: register, the matter is 








concluded, but this is certainly not so, and it is at any rate suffi- 
cient if at such time suvipelicies have actually been taken for 
the removal of the name. This was subsequently decided by the 
House of Lords in Reese River Silver Mining Co. v. Smith (17 
W. R. 1042,4H.L. 64). But it is clear that the proper applica- 
tion of the rule as to the avoidance of contracts obtained by 
fraud does not require the actual institution of legal proceedings, 
and in Reese River Silver Mining Co. v. Smith Lord ii premade, 
C., seems to have thought that a decisive repudiation of the 
eg would be ym Yager there was an Eg ec pom 
egal proceedings wo e taken if necessary. Possibly thi 
ouald e so if the winding up occurred immediately, and before 
proceedings could reasonably be commenced, but in general it is 
clear that mere repudiation is not sufficient, and this was settled 
by Hare’s case (17 W. R. 628, L. R, 4 Ch. 503). On the other 
hand the actual institution of legal proceedings is not essential 
if there be some agreement with the company which renders 
them for the time being unnecessary. Thus, if a number of the 
shareholders have repudiated their shares, and the Marg ae | 
have agreed that the matter shall be settled with regard to 
by a test case brought by one of them, the others will not be 
prejudiced by the fact that they have taken no actual proceed- 
ings before the winding up : Pawle’s case (17 W. R. 39, 4 Ch. L. R. 
497). And the same principle was applied in McMiell’s case (10 
Eq. 503), where, although the shareholder had entered into no 
similar arrangement, yet after repudiation the company had 
given him notice that no oy be taken against him till 
the test case was decided. Ashley’s case (L. R. 9 Eq. 263), 
on the other hand, there was no express repudiation, and conse- 
quently the shareholder did not escape liability. 

It might be contended that, if there is a repudiation and the 
company accept it, this should be enough, and under such cir- 
cumstances a shareholder was allowed to escape liability in Fox's 
case (5 Eq. 118); and, even if mere assent is insufficient, and 
Hare’s case shews that this is so, yet the decision would. seem to 
warrant the conclusion that a binding agreement with the com- 
pany would have greater efficacy. It is probable, however, that 
it is the shareholder’s duty to go further, and, if his name is not 
actually removed from the register, he must take steps for the 

urpose. This would seem to follow from the judgments in Re 
Scottish Petroleum Co. (31 W. R. 846, 23 Ch. D, 413), where the 
authority of Fox’s case was doubted, and where Baceatuay, L.J., 
summed up the law in the following words :—‘ The cases appear 
to establish that, to enable a shareholder to escape, there must, 
before the commencement of the winding up, be a repudiation of 
the shares, and that it must be followed up by active steps to be 
relieved from them, unless there is some ment with the 
company which dispenses with the necessity of proceedings being 
taken by this particular shareholder.” 

In the recent case of Re Lennox Publishing Co. (Limited) the 
result was unavoidable, whatever view may be taken of the 
authorities last referred to. Even if a binding agreement by the 
company to accept the shareholder’s repudiation and to remove 
his name from the register is enough, there had here been 
nothing of the kind. ere had, indeed, been a repudiation of 
the shares, and to this the company appear to have Y ermtgns: 
assented, but nothing definite had been done to bind them, an 
as the shareholder had taken no steps to remove his name from 
the register, it was clear that he could not escape liability. 








ON THE 17TH SECTION OF THE STATUTE OF 
FRAUDS. 
TV. 


Earnest or part payment.—We proceed to consider the second 
alternative, giving ‘‘ something in earnest or part payment.” 

Earnest and payment are often confounded, and yet they 
are of totally different natures. 

Payment, and, therefore, part payment, cannot be made. till the 
bargain is concluded, while earnest is given for the purpose of 
clinching the bargain ; in other words, payment is necessarily 
made after the bargain, earnest is given simultaneously with the 
conclusion of the bargain: see Howe v. Smith (27 Ch. D., at 
p- 101). Part payment is part of the price ; earnest is not part 
of the price. 
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. KItis, perhaps, necessary to point out that, as the earnest has. 
to be “ given,” merely stroking the seller’s hand with a shilling, 
and not giving it to him, is not sufficient: Blenkinsop v. Clayton 

(7 Taunt. 597 ; s.c., 1 Moore, 328, where the case appears to be 

reported imperfectly). 

Sometimes it is intended that a debt due from the seller to 
the buyer should be set off against the price and wiped out, and) 
the question arises, Is this part payment within the section ? 
The cases appear to establish that if the agreement for set-off 
is part of the contract which it is wished to establish, the set-off, 
is not “ part payment ”’ within the section, but that, on the other 
hand, if the agreement for the set-off is made independently off 
the contract for sale, whether subsequently or at the same time,, 
it may operate as part payment: see this discussed in Walker 
v. Nussey (16 M. & W. 302). 

Mr. Benjamin was of opinion (Benjamin on Sales, 175) that, by 
analogy to the decisions under the Bankruptcy Acts and the 
Statutes of Limitation, where goods are supplied ‘‘on account 
of” a debt, this operates as part payment of the debt. But the 
cases that he cites hardly support his opinion. Wilkins v. Casey 
(7 T. R. 711) is merely a decision that accepting a bill drawn by 
a bankrupt is ‘‘ payment” within the meaning of the provision 
in 1 Jae. 1, c. 15, s. 14, protecting certain payments made to 
the bankrupt.” Cannan vy. Wood (2 M. & W. 465) merely shews 
that delivery of goods in part discharge of a previous debt 
may be “‘ payment” within the similar provision of 6 Geo. 4, c. 
16, s. 82. Hart v. Nash (2 Cr. M. & R. 337) and Hooper v. 
Stephens (4 A. & E. 71) are merely authorities that supplying 
goods in part payment of a debt is sufficient part payment to 
take it out of the Statute of Limitations. 

Where goods are supplied under a verbal contract on account 
of a debt, the verbal contract for the set-off (for that is what 
the contract really amounts to) is the contract which has to be 
established, and it is submitted that Walker v. Nussey (16 M. & 
W. 302) shews that something additional to the contract is 
required. 

Note or memorandum in writing —The third alternative is that 
“some note or memorandum in writing of the said bargain be 
made and signed by the parties to be charged by such contract 
or their agents thereto duly authorized.” The note must bea 
note of the contract, not of part of it only. It must express 
every essential term: M Lean v. Nicholl (9 W. R. 811, 7 Jur. 
N. 8.999). If, for instance, the contract was to sell goods at a 
certain price, and the note omitted to state the price, or where 
the contract was that the goods were to be in a certain condition, 
and the note omitted to state this, it was held that the note 
was not a note of the contract within the meaning of the section : 
Goodman v. Griffiths (1 H. & N. 574), Acebal v. Levy (10 


ing. 376). 

“oe is an important distinction between a contract reduced 
into writing and signed by both parties and a note in writing 
within the meaning of the section. In the first case evidence is 
not admissible to shew that the contract is not that which is ex- 
in writing (Elph. N. & C. Interp. 36); in the latter case 
(as we have already seen) such evidence is admissible, because 
the evidence may shew that the note in writing is not the record 
of a true note of the contract, and if that is the case the con- 
tract is mat “good”: Wale v. Harrop (6 H. & N. 768), Hussey 
v. Horne-Payne (4 App. Cas., at p. 320), Jervis v. Berridge (21 

W. BR. 395). 
__It is hardly necessary to say that evidence of the circumstances 
ot the partics to the contract is admissible for the purpose of 
ascertaining in what meanings they used the words in the note. 
This is 2 part of the general law as to the interpretation of 

denmnente : pee Piph. NL&C. Interp., chap. 4. 

Variation of contract —Bearing in mind that at common law 
is competent to the parties to a written contract not under 
to alter, vary, or revoke it by parol, it might be considered 
t a similar rule applied to a contract evidenced by « note in 
under this section. Wut this is not the case; the parties 
revoke the contract by parol (Gos v. Nugent, 5 B. & Ad, 
3 Moryen +. Bain, 1. %. 10 ©. P. 15), but they cannot vary it 
oe Moore 4, Campbell (10 ¥ix. 823), Plovine ¥. Downing (1 
YF D. 200), Noble +. Ward (1, Wt. 2 Vix. 136), the reason 
apparently being that the only comtract made gin by the note 
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that if the contract is varied, the writing is no longer a note of 
the contract as varied, and therefore the contract as varied is not 
validated by the note. 

Dishonest people sometimes endeavour to avail themselves 
of the doctrine just laid down. They crave from the other 
party some delay in the performance of the contract, then 
they decline to perform it at all, and, if the other party is 
so ill-advised as to bring his action on the contract as altered, 
he will probably be unsuccessful. So note, reader, if you act 
for a person who has good-naturedly given time to the other 

y to a contract, and, owing to the latter not performing it, 
is put to bring an action, you must bring the action on the 
original contract. See all this discussed and the cases cited in 
Hickman v. Haynes (L. R. 10 C. P. 598), and bear in mind the 
distinction between the substitution of one agreement for another 
and a voluntary forbearance to sue at the request of the other 
ad to the contract: Ogle v. Vane (L. R. 2 Q. B. 275, 3 

. B. 272). 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 
FAWCETT v. KEMP—5th September. 
ConTEempT—ATTACHMENT—PRELIMINARY OBJECTION—VACATION Busrnzss, 


This was an application for the attachment of the defendant for contempt 
by reason of his neglect to pay certain moneys into court. A prelimi 
doce was taken on behalf of the defendant that the case should not be 
heard on the ground that it was not vacation business. The money in 
respect of which the defendant was sought to be committed had now been 
paid into court, and the only question remaining was as to who should pay 
the costs of the motion. All the facts were well known to Stirling, J., to 
whom the case was attached, and the matter would be much better dealt 
with by him. 

Lawrance, J., said that, as it was admitted that the money had been 
paid in, the better course was that the question of costs should be dealt 
with by Stirling, J., and the court would not now deal with it.—Covunsz1, 
Betheli; Jenkins. Souscrron, Wild. 


Re SECOND WOLVERHAMPTON BUILDING SOCIETY—10th September. 
Bumpise Socrery—Wixoine vr—Perition—Crepiror. 
This was a petition for a winding-up order, the petitioner being a 
creditor for £118 for moneys advanced to and deposited with the society. 
On a previous occasion the question was raised whether there was power 
to the society to borrow money, and therefore whether the petitioner could 
be called a creditor. It was now contended that the decisions clearly 
shewed that an unlimited power of borrowing might be given to a benefit 
building society: Murray v. Scott (9 App: Cas. 519), Re Mutual and Per- 
manent Benefit Building Society (30 Ch. D. 434). The authority was given 
in the present case by rule 86 of the rules of the society, which provided : 
‘* Whenever there is any balance at the bank not wanted for advances or 
other claims, the board may dispense with the notice required by rule 47, 
and, further, may cause the members of the wae not being directors 
who have not received advances to withdraw by ballot as many shares as 
shall be sufficient to exhaust the balance. In such balloting each share 
shall be drawn separately, and no member shall be compelled to withdraw 
a second share until every other member not being a director shall 
have withdrawn one; and as often as it shall be deemed advisable to 
make an advance on any share or shares, or any fractional part of 
shares, when there shall not be sufficient balance in the hands of the 
bankers to the credit of the society, it shall be lawful for the board to 
apply for and receive any sum of money, either from the bankers or others, 
as a loan to enable the to make such advance accordingly.’’ The 
petition was opposed by tors for about £10,000, who contended that 
the as framed stated that the petitioner was a creditor for moneys 
advanced to and deposited with the society asa member. The petitioner 
had never applied for a share, and no share was ever allotted to him. At 
any rate, t must be amended to make it clear that it was 4 
creditor’ s It was also very doubtful whether rule 86 gave an 
ye must be done with respect to the 
ty was that if # wrong order was 
made it might happen that the pevsesditep under it might hereafter be 
set aside. Unless the court was quite sure the form proposed was the 
an a SS ee Se ae . An action of 
Pearce 4. The Second Wolverham Building Bociaty had been commenced 
asking for a declaration that the moneys which had been deposited were 
held in trust for the depositors, and for the appointment of a receiver, and 
a receiver might be appointed {n that action, 


Lawnance, J,, sanctioned an order in the following terms ;—-Order on 
the petition and on the motion for a eager Mquidator, and in the 
action, for the usual winding-up order by the court, and also a declaration 
that the funds recovered are to be held in trust for the depositors, Mr. 
Robert Muras to be appointed provisional liquidator and recelyer.— 
Covase, Marten, O.C., and Winslow ; BSoward Hrice, Q.C., and Cann ; 





writing is the contract of which that writing is 4 note, #0 


Walker, oracrrous, T, Harria; Ullithorne ¢ Oo, 
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SENIOR ». WHITWELL—ith September. 
xTEMPT—ATTACHMENT—PRELIMINARY OBJECTION—AFFIDAVITS NOT SERVED 
- with Notice or Morron—R. 8. C., LIT., 4; LXX., 1. 


This was an application for liberty to issue a writ of attachment against 
the defendant for contempt of court in not obeying an order made on the 
98th of March, 1890, restraining him from interfering ‘with the business of 
a market gardener formerly carried on by one Joseph Whitwell. The 
defendant, by the will of his father, who died in J canary 1890, was to have 
the market garden and rhubarb-growing business at Hollybush Farm, Kirk- 
stall, near Leeds, subject to his giving security for £1,000 to the executors 
and trustees, to be held in trust by them for the beneficiaries. The 
defendant continued in possession of the farm and worked the business, 
and on the 28th of March, 1890, an order was obtained uiring him to 
give security, but this order was not served on him until the 14th of 
August, 1890. The defendant had failed to give the security in the form 
required by the trustees, and a motion was now made for his attachment, 
it being contended that the trustees were entitled to demand such security 
as they might think fit, and that they feared the defendant would now 
damage the property. On behalf of the defendant a preliminary objection 
was taken that S ord. 52, r. 4, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, 
every notice of motion for an attachment must state the grounds on which 
it is supported, and when founded on affidavit a copy of the affidavits in- 
tended to be used must be served with the notice of motion, which had not 
been done in the present case: Petty v. Daniel (34 Ch. D. 173), Allen v. 
Allen (10 P. D. 187). It was also stated that although the injunction was 
obtained on the 28th of March it was not communicated to the defendant 
until the 14th of August. The terms eo by the plaintiff were too 
onerous, but an offer was made on be of the defendant to give at 
once such security as would satisfy the court, which offer the plaintiff re- 
fused to accept. 

Lawrance, J., said it seemed clear by ord. 70, r. 1, that if any injustice 
was likely to be done the court had power to adjourn the case, and direct 
that copies of the affidavits should be served in the meantime. His lord- 
ship was not disposed to dismiss the motion on the preliminary objection, 
but had expressed his willingness to adjourn the case for a week to give 
time for the affidavits to be served. As the defendant did not accede to 
that course, the case went on on the materials before the court. His 
lordship was of opinion that the offer now made by the defendant to five 
security to the satisfaction of the court was a very fair one. t 
security was to be given to the satisfaction of the executors did not mean 
that they could demand anything they liked, and the defendant was 
prepared to give such security as the court would approve. One wie 
which weighed much with the court was the length of time which 
elapsed before anything was done under the order. The injunction was 
kept in the pocket, and then when the executors could not get exactly the 
security they wanted it was produced like a pistol at the defendant's 
head. At any rate, notice was generally given before action was taken. 
As the plaintiff refused to accept the offer now made, the application 
would be dismissed, with costs.—Counsst, Maclaren ; Dauney, Soxtcrrors, 
A, Wood § Co. ; H. Thin. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The 51st annual report of the committee of the Manchester I 
Law Association, which was presented to. the members at the meeting held 
on the 22nd of July last, t with the showing ree i— ; 

The Court of Chancery of the County Palatine ter.—The committee 
reported that the Bill drafted by the Live Law Society, and 
by the Association, had passed into law. For a long time it had felt 
that the Palatine Chancery Court had been at a serious disadvantage in 
not having, like the Chancery Division of the High Court, jurisdiction at 
common law concurrent with that in equity. This had been remedied by 
the Act, and the Palatine Court would now be able to exercise within its 
territorial limits a common law jurisdiction as full and complete as that of 
the Chancery Division of the High Court. 

Legal Education.—The lecturers and tutorial classes in connection with 
the Owens College had been held at the Law Library, but had not been so 


well attended as could have been wished. The grant from the Incorporated 
Law Society of the United Kingdom had been £100 » instead of £150 
as in the previous year. The additional £50, for keeping the 


req’ 

lectures up to the ‘ae ol standard, had been contributed by various 
members . i — . on ‘. yen hae Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine, Sir Henry Fox stowe, query ages to 
give ten guineas per annum as a prize fund for law students in Man- 


chester, 

Conditions of Sale.—The committee had published a general form of con- 
ditions of sale, which had been settled by Mr. Barber, Q.0, The copy- 
right in the form had been registered in the name of the association. 

Rating of Chief Rente.—-In consequence of a notice given last October 
that an a ce would be made to get the Manchester City Council to 
pass a resolution in favour of rating ground or chief rents and mineral 
royalties, the president of the association, at the request of the committee, 
ones an explanatory statement with regard to chief rents, setting out 

he objections to thelr being rated, ‘The same point had arisen in connec- 
tion with the evidence presented to the Committee of the House of 
Commons on Town Holdings, and with a view to apecial 
evidence ax to the practice In the neighbourhood of Manchester : 
dent had boon requested to tender himeelf as a witness, He, whee 


’ 





'| attended on Friday, the 18th of July, and gaye evidence on the lines of the 
members of the corporation in the 


of iat conte andl reservéd leases, for long 
chief rents rents upon terms, and particu- 
larly to the rating of rents already in existence. 

Manchester Assizes.—The notice of the commission day for the last Spring 
Assizes was published at a time when it was im to give full notice 
of trial. It had been explained by the 


i 


that in 
that their right to do so should be tested. 
Remuneration of Private Trustees.—In connection with the Trustee Bilis in- 
troduced during the past session the committee had reported in favour of a 
statutory jon being made for the remuneration of trustees, unless 
prohibited by the author of the trust; but no step had been taken to give 


effect to the suggestion. 
Conveyancing.—A point of practice as to the right to prepare a lease for 
999 years of land with buildings the i 


a consideration being a 
rent reserved and partly a sum in gross, seat enihe Gecmiieeiion 
of the committee, and the resolution had been passed :—*‘ That, 
having regard to the terms of the itors’ Remuneration Order, which 
prescribes in effect that where there is a conveyance or lease partly in con- 
siderati am ob enter eee ee 
vendor’s or lessor’s soli is to be entitled to the scale charge for pre- 


R 
» 


and counte , the practice in 
be brought into harmony with od cons ag heey pea The committee 
are accordingly of opinion that there is a rent reserved to the 


vendor or lessor, whether by a in fee or a building lease, the 
practice should be for the ~aier esau solicitor — such con- 
Veyance or lease and the duplicate = sires Ss , even though 
' of the consideration ‘is a money pa 
essor’s solicitor will be entitled to 
more than the remuneration 
on the circumstances of 
regard to that point.’’ 
Officers of the Association.—The following gentlemen were elected officers 

of the association for the ensuing year :—President, Mr. 

vice- idents, Mr. W. W. Kirkman and Mr. W. : 
Mr. John Sears honorary secretary, Mr. John Bury; chairman of com- 
mittee ; Mr. T. J. Gill; deputy-chairman, Mr. L. Tatham. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS 


Mr. Tuomas Basryeron Svepsx, solicitor, of Doncaster, has been 

eS ee ee Coroner of Doncaster, in succession to 
— ee . Sugden was admitted a solicitor in 
April, 1884. 


i 
: 
i 
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GENERAL. 

The Globe says :—‘* Every large town in the kingdom, and i 
ae London, will watch with interest the result of a teal just 

y - S 
or other articles shall call or shout continuously in any street so as to cause 
annoyance to the inhabitants’ under a maximum penalty of £5." 

A corres nt of the Times says, with 
as so sky :—* The Advertising Stations 
to to cach cigna, ad Scones 
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of holding court, and when the judge arrived he found the subpoena called 
for the a week later. ‘‘ How will we get out of the dilemma, judge ?”’ 
asked little clerk. ‘‘ Just reverse your former entry,” said the judge, 
and say, ‘Comes now the Probate Court, but the time for holding said 
court cometh not’ and it will do,’’ and the clerk so recorded it. 


At Worship-street Police Court on Friday, the 5th inst., George 
Snowsill, omni driver, was summoned for breaking a lamp, the property 
of the Vestry of St. Luke. The proceedings were taken aan the Metro- 
polis Local Management Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c, 120), s. 207, which 
down, or damage that, where any person carelessly or accidentally besalin, throws 

damages a lamp, he shall pay the amount of damage done. 
Evidence was given that the defendant was driving an omnibus along the 
City-road, and, in attempting to pass a tramcar on his proper side, one of 
the hind wheels of his omnibus “‘ skidded ”’ into the gutter, thereby causing 
the hand-rail on the top of the omnibus to catch the projecting parts of a 
lamp which was situated near the edge of the pavement. The lamp was 
knocked down and destroyed, the damage beng estimated at £2 9s. 5d. It 
was admitted on behalf of the vestry ‘that the lamp in question had been 
more than once damaged under similar circumstances, and that since the 
present accident it had been set back several inches. Mr. Moore, solicitor for 
the defendant, relied on the absence of evidence of carelessness, ‘and claimed 
the benefit of the tacit admission that the lamp was formerly i in the way 
by its now having been set back. He suggested that the word “ acciden- 
tally”’ in the statute referred to such an accident as would occur by 
reason of a vehicle being thrown against the lamp, though ordinarily the 
latter would be out of harm’s way. Here the parish were guilty of con- 
nea | negligence. Mr. Bushby said the wording of the section was 
, and he did not remember to have had a case like it 
lg or to have had his attention called to it. It actually made the 
person liable “‘ without negligence,’’ where he would not bé liable in a 
civil action. He was, however, unable to escape from the English 
language, and must order the defendant to pay the damage. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 


Bazzs.—Sept. 9, at 1, Bramshill-gardens, Dartmouth-park-hill, N.W., the wife of H. H. 
Hood Barrs, LL.B., solicitor, of a son. 


DEATHS. 
~~ ieee 7, at 13, Woodlane-terrace, Falmouth, William James Genn, solicitor, aged 
VYzouss —. - 30, at 2, Wimbledon Park-road, James Yeoman, solicitor, formerly of 
Woddcread, aged 38. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaztte.—Fuipay, Sept. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep ts CHascery. 
Goutves Srspicate, Loxrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 15, to send their 
Bames atid addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Southcott 
Nourecas Ispversiat axp Provivest Co-oprzative Society, Linirep—Creditors are re- 


ee Oe eek Oe sone ont ai, Wile 
or claims, to Robert Allen, 24, Grainger st West, Heveastioon Tous Witsoe 
Meweastle on Tyne, solor for liquidator 


Usiierrep ts Caascery. 
Westoce Gas Co—Creditors are requi mites Sept 15, to send their names and 
and the particulars of or daims, to Cooper & Haslewood, Much 
Wenlock, wiors for company 
Couxty Pacatise oF Laxc ASTER. 
Leurrep ix set eRY 
Wines da Joussox & Co, Ie Lgusee—Ons A, on or before Oct 7, to send their 
and addresnes, and a oat ‘their Line or claims, to Thomas Worthing- 
ton, 2 #1, King st, Wigan ‘ 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bonocen ov Posrsmocrn Joceserums Bornees axp Assistaxts Pairxpty Soci 
Portamouth Arm, Charlotte st, Porterne . Aug o . ers 
Has ts Hasy Beserrr Society, the School, Hoo, Wickham Market, Saffolk Bept 1 


Scerzxsven ron Taexe Mostus. 
Besaowsr Pasexvi1 Bociett, Parish Room, Barrowby, Grantham, Lincoln Sept 1 
Sratowice Paresoiy Society, Spaldwick, & Neots, Hunts Sept 1 


Londem Gastts —Torsrt, text. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lemrrep 1s Casxcent. 
Bassrnan Seve. Associatics, Lexrren—Cresitors are rer, 
aend their names anil oat eee, ant the particulars of 
Kanor, 17, Moacum x, Ipewich 
Commence Useren Mixes, Leurzeo—By an order made by Lawrance, : 





red, on or before Ort 2, to 
dette or Gatmsa, to lanae Ltt 


, dated Boyt 3, it 


that, qompany bo wound Frechard te Co, Latte Pr ity lane 
lot rr 7 ha Ms Trinity lane, agette 
es Lowers ocho on on telore Boyt W, t wend thelr 
att the A thetr dette of Gaim, to James KAward 


Foe Soe @, limes Coge, ary at, eens, sehen ton hignidator 
Pavest j Waanew Sore Co, Leutrce —Crotlitors are required, on or tetore Oct %, to wend 
sideman, xn the particniar A their dette vt Aattne, to Jc Hecho 
oe Goteye a, lanoner Croittm & nding | Manchexter, soherre torr We va 
Srecavacs axe Capengs Bo Borares (4, Lantrne—Py an order inate wy Lawrances, J, dated 


wehentary A the onmpany t mtinnedl 
Whasion, Soho a, ber wy ne be a ob oy . deokag 


CURABLE Tat! M8 srr te re 





Un.LoutTep 1x CHANCERY. 
Rixton AND WARBURTON ange fle ay required, on or before Oct 9, to send 
their names and addresses, an particulars of their debts, te the Directors of the 
Company, at the office of eet re eetand, 2, Union st, Warrington 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Court i Queen, Ancient Order of Foresters, Bull’s Head Inn, Milnthorpe, West. 
morelan it 4 
Sure ALBion Frienpiy Society, Ship Albion Inn, Albion st, Spalding, Lincoln Sept 5 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, Sept. 5. 
Barker, GeorGe CLemtxson, Wavertree, nr Liverpool, Gent. Oct 16. Owen, Liverpool 
Somen ¥ enen James, Gt Stanmore, Draper’s Manager. Oct 20. Patersons & Co, Lin. 
Davey, Ea Loughborough, Leicester, retired Baker. Nov 1. Toone & Bartlett, 
pore mene, Weston st, Upper Norwood, Builder. Oct 24. Nisbet & Daw, Lincoln's 
wean, Seoenets, Central Hill, Upper Norwood. Oct 24. Nisbet & Daw, Lincoln’s 
Daxow, Jeune, Wellington rd, Bromley by Bow, Gent. Oct 6. Roy & Cartwright, 
Davis, Witt14M Foster, Liverpool, Dyer. Oct 1. Mason & Grierson, Liverpool 
Davisos, Marcaret, Stannington, Northumberland. Nov 3. Wilford, Sunderland 
a" Ty 7 Giiu, Rochester, Gent. Oct 15. W Ince, Montague House, Com- 
oa JAMES ‘Apournus, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Oct 6. Hadley, Birming- 


Duscomse, Sir Pamir Duxcompe Pauscerort, Bletchley, Bucks, Bart. Oct 1. Bell & 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Futxpt, Junius Emvmanve., Upper Tulse Hill, Surrey, Esq. Sept 30. Norris, Surrey 
House, Victoria 

Gorpoy, Peter, Barnstaple, Gent. Sept 12. Bencraft & Bosson, Barnstaple 

Govu.pineG, Jou, Exeter, Dairyman. Oct 1. Gould & Crompton, Exeter 

Hatt, Lucy, Porchester gate. Oct 22. Nicholson & Co, Parliament st 

Hut, James, Canton, Cardiff, Contractor. Novi. Blake, Cardiff 

HowE11, a Avaustvs, Southampton row, retired Civil Engineer. Oct 15. Bon- 

Huemay, Epw ARD, Clifton, Bristol, Gent. Oct 31. Clifton & Co, Bristol 

Ixcuiey, Josepn, Ladypool rd, Birmingham, Gent. Oct 24. Horton & Co, Birmingham 

Keyt, Wii114m, Liverpool, Mariner. Oct 3. Barnes, Liverpool 

Laster, Cuances, Wilmslow, Chester, Gent. Oct 18. Payne & Co, Manchester 

Maram, Wii114m, Silksworth, Farmer. Oct 13. J. & W. J. Robinson, Sunderland 

Mazrtis, Hozace, Wrotham, Kent, Esq. Oct 20. Stenning, Tunbridge 

Mixes, Wi111am, Broad Town, Wilts, Yeoman. Oct 19. Kendall & Co, Carey st 

Moncan, Jamxs Gittow, Littlchampton, Sussex, Clerk in Holy Orders. Oct 2. Holmes & 
Co, Littlehampton é e 

Survey, Vatestive Davey, Pontymister, Mon, Publican. Sept 18. Edwards, Newport 

SiateR, Joseru, Sheffield, Brace Manufacturer. Oct 31. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Sraxxan, Emma Many, Balham hill. Jan 1. Barnes & Bernard, Finsbury circus 

Srretros, Eowix, North Dudley st, Grosvenor sq, Butcher. Oct 15. Saxton & Morgan; 
Somerset st, Portman sq . 

Taxyer, Jutian Rawpa.t, Ringwood, Southampton, Grocer. Novi. Johns, Ringwood 

Tuomas, Wit11am Gipson, York, Esq. Oct 15, Leeman & Co, York 

Tyxex, Harry, St Mary Cray, Kent, Coal Merchant. Oct 30. Weller, Budge row 

Wa ame, Hexrzy Davexront, Lutterworth, Leicester, Draper. Nov 6, Watson & 

Wrionr, Wiisam, Southport, Gent. Oct6. Payne & Co, Manchester 

Vexanies, Bexsauix, Camden rd, Holloway, Gent. Oct 16, Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 


London Gazette,—Tunsvay, Sept. 9. 
Batt, Hexny, Derby, Dining Rooms Proprietor. Sept 22, Eddowes & Son, Derby 
Barracroven, Jussa Betuxspa, Milverton, nr Leamington, Oct 14. Large & Gon, 
Barry, 8ananu, Garforth, Yorks. Oct 9. Lamb & Bailey, Leeds 
Biawreax, Many Axxx, Market Drayton, Salop. Oct 15. Wade, Shrewsbury 
Bownien, Many Asx, Lichfield. Oct 6. A. G. & H.R. Phillips, Shifnal, Salop 
Baoxe, Louisa, Bath. Oct 6. Lewis & Lewin, Ely pl, Holborn 
Buuss, Avexanven, Newcastle upon Tyne, Boiler Smith. Oct 10. Bird, Newcastle 
Bussate, Siam, Blaby, Leica, Gent. Oct 20. Baines, Leicester 
Cuauvnus, Crawa, Penarth, nr Cardiff. Kept 90. Breese, Aldersgate wt 
Davis, Manta Lemawwrax, Upper Norwood, Surrey. Oct 2. Thompson & Light, New 
at ats Foutecray, Victoria. Oct 20. Sladen & Wing, Dolahay ot 
Gis, Witstam, Barnstaple, retired Coal Merchant. Oct 6. Hicoard & Bon, Bouth- 
nine Jonatnan Lav, Lyncham, Wilts, Farmer, Oct 31, Kinneit & Tombs, Wootton 


Hawke, Joux, Sheffield, Bchoolmaster, Oct 10, mith & Co, Shetiield 

Hawke, Sanver, Sheffield, Gent, Oct 10, Smith & Co, Bheftield 

How, Gronen, Courtnell st, Bayswater, Gent. Oct 25. Welman, Wostbourne grove, 
Sewsgs Jou, Mat Rettord, Notts, Commission Agent. Oct 1, Mee & Co, Netford 
Hv “yy Penvisanp, faweton Hall, Cantab, oq, Oct 17, Witham & Go, Gray's 
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Jacxsox, Henry, Heptonstall, Halifax, Gent. Oct 18: Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge Wa xen, Henry, Wolverhampton, Esq. Oct 17. Thorne & Co, Wolverhampton 
Jagves, Many, High st, Teddington, Oct 8, Nicholson & Co, Chancery lane ‘Wii114Ms, 8anau Any, Chapel en le Frith, Derby. Oct 7. Walker, Manchester 


Jevrnee, Joux, Worthing, Sussex, retired Butcher, Novi, Collett & Minton, Worthing 








Jouxs, Rages Tumeenwntty Blandford Forum, Dorset, Solicitor, Nov 11. Traill, If the} in which you live is got ssheptd oe roe Pe ee purchase it! 


Don’t cripple business — purchase-money out of satrany Se not 
Monzcrort, Richarp, Aughton, Lancs, retired Innkeeper. Oct 13. Hill & Sons, Orms- | borrow the erent in te doen e heving i called in at an Geta 
kirk advance from the TEMPERANCE Seeniioure ag tee a -y 4, 


liberal pom pe on J 
. . Ludgate-hill, E. 
Jouy Crogsstey, Heptonstall, Halifax + U.P., D.L. Octl. Suteliff 
Sorc Bridge > ep ’ » Esq., ’ yu es, 














. Full particulars free by post.—[Apvr.] 


‘Waarnine To 1xTenpive House Purcuasers & Lessees.—Before parchasing res 
Urwarp, Henry Witi14m, Westbourne Park, Paddington. Oct 25. Hughes & Co, New Sanitary Baginering & entilation Co.,; 65, aint vest etna, Wee, 
Broad st minster (Estab. who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &,—[Apvr. | 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. baler yg mt —— Berks, en i ang Sy Me og femaly Anstones 
London Gazette—Fripay, Sept. 5, —- rae = late Provision Dealer 15 at Frame et Berta Ord Gage a” Hants, Grocer Ports- 
RECEIVING ORDERS, Wesser, Jonny, and James Tatzot, Torquay, Builders | Goopman, Dayret, welingbena “1 Manoafacturer 
Apaus, Miller Sheela” et Se amt oa Wess tineitas Win Led fe Linas Victonller Sept | Gear, Hexey, reeds, Tobssconiat Pet Sept 4 Ord 
Bas, Joum, Bt Helens, Reni ¢ Reilectar Liverpool Pet 12 at 11 ppitietere nk yg Merwe Joann, Shee guicceteeee quai 
wan Ride aor, patos | A*4Sh Farag Wasun, Wath poems, Yo, | Mutt Bs me ewiown, See 
PA Wise Wases Colville grds, Esq High a > Se f. 28 ? Gppewnich 1 hen Pet Sept 5 ‘Ord Sept 5 
Court’ Pet Aug 14 sun ees Browyson, WILLIAM eee, Nottingham, Publican Not- Nich, Pet ogee Tr} Kent, Jeweller Green- 


Dae, Witt1am, Chatterley, nr Tunstall, Staffs, coment Pet Aug 22 Ord Sept 1 
Solicitor’s Clerk Tunstall Pet Sept’3 Ord Sept 3 Cont, Harry ALExanpDeER, Highh Quadrant 





q bury 
Dayy, Georce, Hanley, Tailor Hanley Pet Aug 20 Ord ay pk, ff no occupation High Court Pee uly 24 24 


3 
Dexstox, CH W, Streatham ‘Wandsworth Pet Aug 12} Dare, Witut 
Ord Bept2 ’ ~~ a Sg el Pet Sept 3 Ord 


ws Troma my Ra Emigration Agent Ban- 
Bet Sept 5 Ord rmry 5 

AB ae Idle, Yorks, Plumber Bradford Pet 

former; SeptS Ord s 

Oca tage 3 Pountyey, Ricnarp, Dea ty Norton, Worcester, Carpenter 


y 
; , Ord Sept 5 
Goss, ae Casmae, Yeu. Queen st Sonuipatpeen'e Dayy, cam, Hanley, Tailor Hanley Pet Aug20 Ord | picuyoxp, WILLIAM i Chester, Smallware Dealer 


1 Ord 


Agen: ‘ Ord 
was. Beans Broad lane, » Seaham, , formerly Licensed | Facer, Freperic Mi my London Wall, Stock Dealer Spraaa, Epwix Fixcu, ¢ Ged Gate Surveyor High 


Ord Sept 2 High Court Pet Aug2 Ord Sept 2 
Pet Aug 18 Ord 


een Joun, Pot Bept 1 Weintest Saints, Lines, Joiner | Frrrox, Rosert, Fartown, so Chemist Hud- See pty 4. Set xford st, Carver High 
Boston dersfield Court. Pet 


4 Ord Sept 4 
Kixa, Saas, Leicster, Grover Leicester Pet Sept 2 Ord Fosten, Joux, Fockerby, nr Goole, orks Farmer Wake- a RL BR Si Ontinew 


Kreyer, RapHakt, iw 3 st Without, Watchmaker | Goss, Heyry Cage, Well ee Soom Sy Manufacturer’s | w Pet Sept Sree ce W 
High Court Pet A poeta ab Agent High Court Pet Ord Sept 3 ADSWORTH, JOY, Caner, Herts, atchmaker 


a Pet t Sept 4 Ord Sept 4 
ag > a Heyry atealeasn, er Chelten- | Greex, Franx, Goswell rd, late it House Keeper | weice, Tuomas, a Huntington, Y. Yorks, Market Gardener 


et Sept 3 Ord 3 igh Court Pet Aug 29 Ord Sept 2 


Yorks Pet 
Mittyarp, Hepuey, Salford, Newspaper Proprietor Sal- | Hrit, Witt1am, Goswell rd, Auctioneer High Court Pet 
ford Pet Sept 3 Ord Sept 3 July 2 rd 


2 
Nicuoas, Heyry, Birmingham, ~Pe, Victualler Bir- | Hiiurer, Rienzi, Broad aii, 
ham Pet Sept 1 Ord Sept ictualler High Court 


ester Pet Sept 2 


Assounap, Beware, ieee grove, Zincworker 18 at 





ming] Vi Ord Sept 2 
— CLAUDE “_- Dartford, Kent, Stationer Hou, eg jun, —- Sire Saints, Lines, Joiner Bankruptcy bidngs, Portugal st, ‘s ing 


elas 
Suirn, Joun Reem, Der Cantab, Farmer Cam- | Keatine, Mary i Liverpool Pet Solicitor 7 at 
: ag , rerpook | “ogee Francts, Greenwich, Sept 17 
Tirrett, WILLIAM, New Gu Quay, Cornwall, Painter Truro | Kix, James, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Septl Ord | Rowsy, Jouy 3+ set-in yp Victualler 
Pet Aug 30 Ord Ai ah Se a —— 


ete iy Oana, Cwmavon, Grocer Neath Pet Sept Mang. Frepericx, Leamington, Butcher Warwick Pet | 


uly 10 Ord Sept 3 


Watpock, —— Epwiy, “Ty Birmingham, Tailor midoeee Wruiam, Gracechurch st, Commission Agent 
Leeds Ord Sept 1 High Court Pet March 30. Ord Sept 8 


et Aug 12 


er" Samat, Bradford, Baker Bradford Pet Sept 3 | Nicnoias, Henry, Pr Victualler Bir- 


mingham Sept1 Ord 
Wanrrener, Tons, —. late Provision Dealer York Pet | Pixs, Freprrick Henry, Salisbury, 
Aug 90 Ord'A Pet Aug 26 Ord Sept 1 


20 at 11.30 Of Reo, lane, Newcastle on 
Ww. , Queen's 
| Becgenswen, Gosaae, ASHINGTON. »-* ys we 
ay @ ate 
| Cuarues, FREDERICK yy, Church st, Scho, Manufac- 
—_ Sept 17 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 
— mena, Waren, Bees Yorks, Wheelwright Sept 





Salisbury | 


os ae Lane, Shoe Manufacturer Leicester oa, Trnowas, Chester, Joiner Chester Pet Aug 6 | 11.30 Off Rec, Halifax 


2 Cae, OsEPH, Salisbury, 
Wenner, ons, and Tet Bopt 1 os egy an.” Torquay, Builders | Ripewoop, Cusyee Tromas, Dartford, Kent, Stationer | 3 Joana, Ree, Salisbury 


Pet Sept 2 Ord Sept 2 


| Coommen, Groner Jawes, Fulham ni, South —— 


Sarrn, Joun Hy ogy SS. Cantab, Farmer Cam- | Furniture Salesman Sept 19 at1l 33, Carey st, 


FIRST MEETINGS. bridge Pet Sept 1 Ord Sept 1 coln’s inn fields 
Tippett, Wituan, Ne Cornwall, Painter Traro | 
Doors, . WEssAm late Pentonville rd,. Wholesale Boot - Pet ‘Aug 30 Ord Ausaoe” _Cuanvogn, Anta, Fore ey ee Sept 18 at 


facturer ¢ 12 at 12 Bankrupte bldngs, 
Linooin's inn fields Aid Sept 3 


TorrerpE.L, CHAR! von, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Sept 3 ‘Ord Bes | Dansox, of West no occupation Sept 


24 ab 12 Ree, Pavilion 


st, 
Copp, Rowianp Harrison Russeiy, Sev Kent, 
late Commission Agent Sept 12 ‘at ll mM, way Wine, Sapoe, Seaman, Spat Retheed Pet Gyt s Crk | Wiitiam, Chatterley, ar 


Staffs, formerity 
York Pet | Solicitor’s Clerk Sept 16 at 11.15 Rec, Neweastle 


uadrant, High Lyme 
Aug 30 Ord A ow 
Rept 13 at 1 $3, Carey st, Wenser, Joun and JaMEs Tannen, Torquay, Builders os — m, Hanley, Tailor Sept 16 at 12 Bea, 


Gout asare — Highbury q bury Wakrenrr, a, Tue, late Provision Dealer 
New park, no occupation mr 
S 
Faaar, Tere pata Londen wall, Stock Dealer Exeter Pet Sept 
6a Carey st, Linooln’s inn fields 
Peay, Jounx, Wednesbury, Grocer Sept 24 ‘Mat lL Off Reo, ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Forp, dame ‘Wiiu1am, Cheltenham, Licensed Victualler Annul Aug 22 
6 at 3.30, County Court bid ang Cheltenham 
Gites, At Wirziams, the elder, F oawl, Glam, Ship London Gazetie,—Turspay, Sept. 9, 


19 at 12 Off Reo, 29, Queen at, Car- RECEIVING ORDERS. 


under 


i 
| Dawse ALFRED as, Great Grimsby, Manure 
«Mere Sept 17 at 1.90 Off Reo, 3, Haven st, Great 





Purves Ly ae South Shields, Tailor Newcastle on Tyn® | poywax Theses Hix, Dorchester, late Believing 
‘Adjud June 8  Otticer of 12. 


the Dorchesteer Union Sept 18 at 


Gao emai ie 


Hyox, Winsam, Birmingham, Fruiterer Sept 16 at 11 25, Bau, | ‘Sept 6rd , Dover, Butcher Canterbury | “““SSyi so st, Rochester 

Colmore ro’ rmingham pe Wrwax Hest. Rimeston, Hants, Grocer Sept 
Kearivo, Many, a, Livespedl, Tobacconist Septis at 3 Off Bossy Haat A. Ridon st, Packing | Pur Se 168, Queen st, Portsea 

Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liv vag 18 Ord Sept 4 | reve, Groner, leeds, Foreman Dyer 
Lavi, Racnen, Leeds, Boot Ma ufacturer Sept 15 at 11 Boers, — , Godalming Sept 1f at 11 OF Park row, Leeds 

Off Reo, #4, Park row, Leods Pet Sept 1 Gnnan, Manny Jou, row, Solicitor Sept 17 
Muss, Joourn, Gloucester, , Cycle Manufacturer Sept 13 at | Bourn, Winuiax pet a Commercial rd Bast, Faney Bankruptcy Nees, Dortagal st. Lamcin’s wm 


Pr T Grassington, Yorks, Farmer Sept 18 at | Bo J —p & sy See * Victualler | Railmaker wath 

CKLEK, Thomas a wry, Joux, Tyee Sept 

li Off Reo, $1, Manor row, Bradford Nowoastle ‘on Ft Sept 6 Ord Sept oe hey Se Mg ey 

Rivewoop, Cravon Tromad, Dartford, Kent, Stationer Buon Bewvauts Ge Ly Butcher | Tanai hens via Halles ert Sept 6 at 
16 at 11.30 Off Reo, ut, Rochester N 4 Yorke Whe ‘Olt Ree, Trinity Howse 

Roars, Wittiam Henny, i Monumental Mason | Crretmam, cian | wright Hali- pa. Wursan, sa, Grima, Avction Auctioncer Sept itat ll O@ 


Sept gatil 1 Wood at, Bol fax Pet Septé Ord 
Sarrn git Lanteunee Rasch Hitchin, Herta, Tin- | Coox, Joaren, Salisbury, os Frame Maker 
ware Manufacturer Hept ¢ 


ufac 23 at 10.80 Court hov Pet Ord 4 
8 ~~ ~ z P i wa Oox Rit Ne i al Sharan, > a Mall, Gent 
MITH, Joun xin, Cottenham, Cantab, Farmer Sept 16 High { 
at iy’ Of Roo, 6, Potty un » Cambridge Corn, Witty Grorer, Bath, 
c 


Tompson, Wiitiam, Beverle — Fiehmonger Sept 15 
Tweevn, Win es, fretey dornwall, Padn Painter Sept 1 at 
perer, WILLIAM uay, Corn’ 
12. Off Hoo, Hoscawen Tra 








Ond Sept 4 
Hull Denman, Witiam Hits, Dorchester, late Relie Officer 
w 5 , A v hey Ne ving 


Salisbury Reo, 3, Haven 
Ein, Jayne, Sena, Guest Sept Wats Of Reo, a4, 


Tshington, « 
Bath Pet cee tas Raed TESTS 


de erwew,  Bishagugmte Within. 
4 OW mre 18 at oh One a, Lissa ben 





ro Rept 4 
Tw eas ; . Jour V ¥ Mineral Water | Ke Nara, ‘Taiter Sept 
Be tay Be eae Soe | hee ee ht tee | Tae TES 
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Lzeor, Wii11am Hewey, Cheltenham, Boot Maker 16 
wre: of wie hoa 
a 


Merchant 
ioe as t 12 
3 a 
Railway , London 
oane, Reninie Bayswater, 
eeper Sept 23 at 11 - Carey st, 


mage ats pn Sept 18 at 2 
35 Victoria st, Li 
NicHoLas, ¥, Birmingham, Victualler Sept 


18 atl 25, Colmore row, 


Cuaates, Oxford st, U; , &e. Sept 18 at 
un bidgs, st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Nort, James, i Sept 17 at 11.30 


Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great 
Papeerr, Jauns, Idle, Yorks, Plumber Sept 19at 11 Off 
Bn ew ergs Leer 


«Sept 19 at 12 Lincoln's inn fields 
Provsz, Wii14m, late of Bay, Fly Proprietor Sept 
17 at 3 Hotel, 
Cuarizs des Italiens, Paris 
Sept 17 at 11 Lincoln’s inn fields 
Rocrzs, Groner, Plumber Sept 17 at 11 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Boususy, Grorer, Limes, Innkeeper Sept 17 at 


12.30 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Swaxx, Grorcz Morcas oo Sean, mm ay S sg late 
eg Glam, Grocer 
von, 17 
at 11.30 Castle Hotel, Neath tet 2 J 
— Sept 


‘Waacc, Tsowas, Huntington, Yorks, Market Gardener 
“Sept 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, York 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ee ee ae Bath PetSept 


Ord 
Davis, Sawret, Boulevard de Chateau Neuilly, Paris, 
- Manufacturer High Court Pet July 10 Ord 


Desuax, Wriisax Hirt, Dorchester, late Relieving Officer 
of Dorchester Union Dorchester Pet Sept 3 Ord 


Se 1 
ee ge hy ee a ‘Westminster, 
High Court Pet Nov7,1@8 Ord Sept 5 
cz, Fulham ri, Spimeter § Liver- 
, Mason Car- 


Lecce, Wusssxn Herer, Cheltenham, Boot Maker 
Chttesham Pet 3 Ord Bet 5 
Becumorn, Wssex Chester, Gmaliware Dealer 





SALE OF ENSUING WFEK. 
™ Bente, fon, & Vint, pg a 
eboettiomsent, this woke’ 5. 78 . and 


ft 





The Bubucrighion to Ge horscrtons Jovumar ts | 


—Tows, Ua.; Country, Bs. ; with te 
Wreart Berorrrz, 52s. Payment in adwanc 


tatlude Dose Bembers anh Postage, tr 


} 


scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, i 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitor’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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REVERSIONS. 
L** REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuarnmay—E4ward James Bevir, Esq., Q.C. 
Dercty-Cuainmay—The Rt. Hon. ncn Cecil te M. P. 
Reversions 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1890. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER to announce 

that their SALES of LANDED ESTA’ , Investments, 
Suburban, and Country Business Premises, 


Houses, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Rev 


AUCTION MA , Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
Engiand, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tues, Oct 7 | Tues, Nov4 | Tues, Dec 9 
Tues, Oct 21 | Tues, Nov 18 
Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
Parmer, & Bridgewater undertake Gales and Val tions fi 
Probate other of 5 + 4 
Stock, Timber, &e. Detailed Lists of In- 
vestasenta, Quarters Residences. Shops, 
and Business to te ket or Seid ‘by peivate contract 
i on the ist of each month, and can be obtained 











© Sdedeioorteds amen etemmene house, 
or 

| satan wlarve Ue commands one of the mow 
| bewutiful views in Burope. I, was lent in 100 to her 








ON WEDNESDAY NEXT.—NORTHWOOD, 

13 miles from London, on the Metropolitan Railway 
(Chesham Extension), with an excellent service of traing 
to town, which is reached in about 35 minutes. —Eighth 
Sale of valuable Freehold Building Land, forming part 
te the well-known Eastbury Estate situated in this 

picturesque, popular, and healthy residential 
re we fealty, having gerne on excellent roads, beautifully 
ental forest trees, and or 
way Y adapted to fhe cueatinn of good class residences. 
Sabate ee a at 
pe te proximity to the railway sta- 
tion. 


ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, & FLINT 
are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, in a 
MARQUEE - = a, on WEDNESDAY, the 17th 
SEPTEMBER, after luncheon at HALF- 
PAST ONE. f TAB BUILDING NG SITES, suitable for the erec- 
tion of both and small houses, and varying in area 
Sno F ot to an acre and upwards in extent. The 
erto attending these and the increasing 
pane A of the neighbourhood have induced the owner to 
meee a further portion of this beautiful estate in the market, 
the Auctioneers draw particular attention to the present 
ame which includes some of the most elevated sites in the 
views of awa 
Reservoir the extensive landsca 

wards U: Dabrage and ‘Windbor. The estate is suppli 
gas and Colne Valley water. The lots will be Lope 
nine years’ system of payment and free of tithe and land 

yy; 


Billing, & e Ca, Solita weurrey-houss, Victoria, Embenke 
itors, jouse, Vi ria 

psn Mae W.C.; Estate Office, Northwood, near Rick. 

Sad a Humbert, Son, & & Flint, Land 

Agents, Bu Gaveres, and Auctioneers, nu, Serle-street, Lin- 

’s-inn, W.C., and Watford, Herts. 





ON WEDNESDAY NEXT.—NORTHWOOD. 

An choice Freehold Building Site of 5} ac: 

gnats atford-road, within a few minutes’ walk o: 
=. It is sheltered on the north side by 

thewood, and slopes ew to the south, embraci 

ty, and offering an ex 
ingly & position for the formation of a residential 
eS re nee Gr gevene eee and high-class 
use, 


ESSRS. HUMBERT, SON, a FLINT 
ful BUEDING. aire rich will be included in thee 
SALE of the 17th SEPTEMBER, as in the preceding ads 


vertisement. 
Full particulars as above. 


SOUTHWARK. 
Saint Mary Overy’s Wharf, between London Bri and 
sot Railway es a 


Cannon. , With possession; also 
Stabling for 25 horses in Tooley -street. 


RS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & 
CASSELL are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 

at the MART, Tokenhouse- E.C., on TUESDAY, 
somiaiie 7, ‘at ro y, in Lots (unless 
SAR: ivate contract), the FREE- 
egg os PROPERTIES as follows :— 
known as Saint 
Southwark, having a 
frontage to the River Thames 44ft., with a return 





at present as a 
granary, and with ators, conveyors, hydraulic 
motors, and cranes, but it is Near -awe gual suitable for almost 

class . wharfingers’ b The total available 


60,000 ean ove Seth 
brick-built stabling 
with une and small cottage, situate 
in Clink-street, almost adjoining 
stabli Bsa 25 


Lot 3.—Leasehold comprising 
horses, with extemave cover = and a oining, 
situate in Barnham-street, Tooley-street ‘omsension at 


next. 
May be viewed 4 a to be istnnt of the Auction- 
and plan, had of Messrs. Oliver & 
Ho! fat W.C.; H. E. Lawrence 


™ 61 
7 Puller, aa Hr aah te 


i 


& Cassell, 11, 





ROTHERHITHE. 
Freehold Wharf on the Thames, with three cottages, pri+ 
ducing £300 per annum. 
ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & 
CASBELL are int ruc to BELL by AvoTION, a 


the MARKT, T 
y, in One tat, <aaie pm ILD 
Thamon, immediately 


ons 0’ clock 
hocks Pier, having, a water front. 
, of 77 ft, Gin,, 4 
a total ground area of about 
are ‘three rik and timber built 





The Byzantine Chases Pe) 

| highway, will ale eee Pe en . 4 
Weartatcan winds has be Wf desire, — Bousimoin 

| & Wennnn, 6, W y aW, 








wired and store, smith’ » forgon, t ner houss, 
~ r= 4 ‘org ) 0! y 


tion and ard, and th " to weekly 
aterm it deo years frome Marte 06, 100, ot w rental of £300 
sie re een ea 
yi had at Sart; of Meme, “te ‘vot Mawr Coward, 
K stearate 5 Y BAC, Mee; 
wn ot a Valor, tons, & PCamell. Ti, Williters 
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